Introduction
Evaluation of projects and programmes of the New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD) involves the effective implementation of checks and balances, appropriate administrative rules and procedures, audit requirements, the establishment of the institutional structures and formal law enforcement. Unfortunately, evaluation of the overall operations of the NEPAD initiative has not yet taken place, and the current level of implementation is not adequate towards bringing about the much needed economic growth of the African Union member countries. If measures are not put in place soon to evaluate the actual performance of its projects and programmes, NEPAD's Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) cannot be achieved by 2015. Even though the African continent has become aware of the issues of monitoring and evaluation -after it became clear that many governments have failed the public in service delivery and poverty alleviation, in spite several perceived and actual efforts to develop Africathis awareness has not yet translated into widespread economic growth and wealth creation.
One mechanism of improving this situation is the diffusion and institutionalisation of monitoring and evaluation systems. Another mechanism is the establishment of public and private sector accountability institutions. These institutions have shown some success where they have been effectively implemented. 1 When formulating an opinion on the evaluation of an organisation such as NEPAD, one must take care that one's view is not limited to considerations of revenue and expenditures while overlooking the objectives of NEPAD and the outcomes of its activities in both quantitative and qualitative terms. Many organisations and their sub-structures came into existence to meet specifi ed goals and objectives of NEPAD, or because of changes in its organisational procedures and methods, or changes in the organisation in terms of growth, reorganisation or reduction. 2 Thus the importance of the evaluation of the NEPAD projects and programmes relates to its implications for change. The processes of conducting such evaluation and its related concerns are the major subject of this paper.
Background
NEPAD has a multi-faceted approach that envisages; (i) harmonised economic and investment policies, (ii) the provision of essential public goods in the areas of transportation, energy, water, education and health facilities, and (iii) the promotion of intra-African trade and investments, to enhance Africa's competitiveness and enable economic growth within the current context of globalisation. 3 Central to the NEPAD framework is therefore the need for African countries to pool their resources.
The NEPAD initiative emphasises the strengthening of the fi ve sub-regional groupings on the continent -namely; (i) the Southern African Development Community (SADC), (ii) the Mahreb Arab Union (MAU), (iii) the Economic Community of West African states (ECOWAS), (iv) the Central African Development Community (CENSAD), and (v) the East African Economic Community (ECC) -through capacity building and within the rationalisation of existing regional organisations. 4 NEPAD also solicits funds towards regional studies, infrastructure development programmes and poverty alleviation projects that could become an integral part of the NEPAD initiative.
Most African countries export mainly primary products such as agricultural produce and mineral resources, which limits their international trade. In addition, African economies are characterised by small domestic markets, huge structural weaknesses such as underdeveloped physical infrastructures, ineffective financial sectors and poorly developed manufacturing sectors, which are highly dependent on imports for capacity utilisation and accumulation. These factors, among others, render Africa unattractive to potential investors, with the low levels of investment in essential infrastructure limiting the continent's progress in diversifying the production base and export range.
Against this background, president Mbeki of South Africa and president Wade of Senegal respectively proposed two initiatives; the New Millennium for African Recovery Programme (MAP) and the Omega Plan (OP). The major thrust of these proposals was to ignite a path of sustainable economic growth, stimulate substantial infrastructure development and alleviate poverty across the continent. Following an agreement reached through the Organisation of African Unity (OAU), both the MAP and OP proposals were merged to form the New Africa Initiative (NAI), which was later renamed the New Economic Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD), at the 2001 OAU Summit in Lusaka. Subsequently, NEPAD was adopted by the African Union (AU) as the programme that would ensure economic development and growth in Africa.
It may be necessary to recall that NEPAD was conceived outside the continent, which often raised the issue of African ownership. The element of ownership is clearly defi ned towards seeing the programme as a homegrown initiative that would enable Africa to take her destiny in her own hands. Similarly, the element of partnership is not only between Africa and the G8, but essentially includes African domestic partnership among member states. The element of international partnership -which operates under donor relationships -must give way to equal partnership. 6 
NEPAD Strategic Objectives
NEPAD has identifi ed its main objectives to be: the promotion of peace, security and politi- The objectives of NEPAD is to consolidate democracy and sound economic management on the continent in such a manner that the African leaders would make commitment to the African people and the world, as to work together in rebuilding the continent. Therefore, NEPAD was conceived as a pledge to promote peace and stability and a people-centered development in African countries and to enable countries hold each other accountable in terms of the agreements listed in the programme. NEPAD further explained that the principles which underpin the achievement of these objectives include: Like many African development projects and programmes, however, NEPAD has not presented a clear monitoring and evaluation strategy; rather it has recognised some common African and international treaties and conventions as building blocks for the possible evaluation of its projects and programmes. Therefore, this paper suggests a comprehensive assessment of constraints and complexities in conducting evaluation in Africa with a view to developing sustainable systems that could assist NEPAD in its projects and programmes evaluation process.
Conducting Evaluation in Africa:
Origin, Constraints and Complexities
Origin
Evaluating developments projects and programmes in Africa may be considered new in the public sector domain, but it has always been used in the private sector and business environment. Unfortunately many African countries have no system in place to deal with the challenges facing government projects and programmes. This has resulted in underdevelopment, poverty, maladministration and a high rate of corruption in many government institutions and agencies. To address these issues some countries have established monitoring and evaluation (M&E) systems and professional associations, networks or societies, representing practitioners. In other countries, there are no systems in place and there are no structures that support the evaluation practitioners. The fi rst continental body for evaluation, the African Evaluation Association (AfrEA) was established in 1999 and had its fi rst conference in Nairobi in 2002 and its second in Cape Town in 2004. 10 The aim of AfrEA is to promote the M&E agenda and participatory workshops in Africa. Since the inception of the association, practitioners would want to see its recommended M&E applications in use in many African countries. That would be the fi rst test of its acceptance by governments, development agencies, non-governmental organisations and other development stakeholders.
Constraints
Evaluating the performance of government projects and programmes in Africa has been a huge challenge to researchers and practitioners. So far, the approach has been to use the goal approach, and participant satisfaction surveys. These do not constitute a comprehensive M&E process, rather it is meant to focus on dealing with internal effective performance appraisal.
The African evaluation process, however, faces major challenges. 11 In many Africa countries evaluation is perceived as a mechanism that focuses on exposing failures and weaknesses in job performance and general service delivery rather than celebrating its strengths and successes. This negative perception of evaluation presents it as something to be feared or, at best, tolerated. That the M&E arena is mostly donor-dominated and donor-driven can be explained by the fact that many African countries depend heavily on World Bank loans and other donor funds to finance projects. Similarly, the programmes of non-governmental organisations in African usually come with evaluation requirements. The high cost of evaluation is a huge constraint to evaluation of projects and programmes in Africa. The government's role in fostering learning from failures and successes of projects and programmes is neglected. Owing to the lack of feedback mechanisms -which may be attributed to Africa lagging behind in communication technology and therefore lack well-organised and coordinated information systems in government departments and ministries -M&E fi ndings are usually non-utilised or, at best, under-utilised.
Complexities
The complexities of the African evaluation process can be linked to issues of tasks involved in assessing administrative outputs and arriving at optimal solutions for actual or perceived inadequacies.
However, there are three distinguishable and complicating features of evaluation that could impede implementation of projects and programmes in Africa. 12 First is the problem of determining the appropriate variables to use to represent such performance measures as benefi ts and costs (or gains and losses). The benefi ts to consumers of the construction of a road may include, for example, savings in the form of reduced costs for transported goods, reduced travel costs due to savings in petrol consumption, and time saved as a result of reduced traffi c. Determining and arraying these variables can be time-consuming and diffi cult to undertake. The second complicating factor is that many of the variables considered as gains and losses are not easily quantifi able and thus immeasurable. In line with the government's obligations and commitments to its citizens, projects and programmes benefi ts and costs must be evaluated beyond profi t maximisation results and take account of non-monetary variables such as pollution, health and safety, or even the wasting of people's time. Changes in any of these accounts should be included in the calculation. 13 Third, the pricing of resources or benefi ts is more complicated for public than for private enterprises. Whereas private business evaluates benefi ts and costs using market prices alone, governments may have to adjust market prices to refl ect social costs or benefi ts that are not captured in these prices.
14 (The prices that are adjusted to take account of such externalities can be described as shadow prices.)
It is important to note that the constraints and complexities discussed do not represent an exhaustive list of issues around the challenges of evaluation, rather, it is meant to complement other identifi ed factors within this category. It is also important to note that no country in Africa has as yet achieved a fully developed M&E system adequately suited to its needs.
To large extent African countries are still experimenting with several methods of M&E that could provide credible solutions to dealing with their project and programmes implementation. Despite those constraints and complexities, however, there are hope and positive signs that M&E is fi nally being recognised in African countries. It is only on this premise that the process will have footholds in assisting development efforts in the NEPAD initiative.
Background to the Evaluation Provisions of NEPAD
In recognition of the Abuja Treaty, NEPAD formally called Africa and Africans to a renewed commitment to good governance, rule of law and human rights. The following agreements and declarations serve as references for evaluation: 15 Lagos Plan of Action, and Final Act of Lagos • Unfortunately African states do not have a good record in complying with international agreements, and therefore NEPAD may not necessarily have introduced something new. As such, the need has arisen to determine the major reasons why African countries violate international agreements and treaties, which they freely entered into within the regional and global development terrain.
Contextualising the NEPAD Evaluation Process
The NEPAD Action Plan does not provide clear monitoring and evaluation direction to the initiative, rather the plan indicates the need for implementation of certain initiatives as major pre-conditions for sustainable development in Africa. 16 They are: democracy and good political governance • In support of democracy and good political governance, NEPAD plans to; (i) adopt clear codes, standards and indicators of good governance at national, sub-regional and continental levels, (ii) promote an accountable, effi cient and effective civil service, (iii) ensure the effective functioning of parliaments and other accountability institutions in all African Union countries, including parliamentarian committees and anticorruption bodies, and (iv) ensure the independence of the judicial system, which will be able to prevent abuse of power and corruption. Similarly, in support of economic and corporate governance, NEPAD has other key codes and standards for transparency and fi nancial management. These include principles of payment systems, as well as for securities and insurance supervision and regulations. In terms of socioeconomic development, NEPAD was founded on a cold-blooded, hard-headed assessment of the political and socio-economic realities in Africa. The African Peer-Review Mechanism (APRM) -which is voluntarily acceded to by member states of the African Union -has been developed as an African self-monitoring mechanism.
Assessing the African Peer-Review Mechanism (APRM)
The NEPAD Action Plan provides the following information towards the understanding on the mandate, objectives and principles governing the APRM process: 17 The mandate of the APRM is to ensure that
• the policies and practices of the participating countries conform to the agreed political, economic and corporate governance values, codes and standards contained in the Declaration on Democracy, Political, Economic and Corporate Governance. The APRM is a mutually agreed instrument for self-monitoring by the participating member governments. The primary purpose of the APRM is to fos-
• ter the adoption of policies, standards and practices that lead to political stability, high economic growth, sustainable development and accelerated sub-regional and continental economic integration through sharing of experiences and reinforcement of successful and good practices, including identifying defi ciencies and assessing the need for capacity building. Every review exercise carried out under the • authority of the mechanism must be technically competent, credible and free of political manipulations. These stipulations together constitute the core guiding principles of the APRM.
APRM process is open to all member states
• of the African Union. Any country wishing to participate in the APRM process need to notify the chairperson of the NEPAD heads of state and Government Implementation Committee. This will entail undertaking to submit to periodic peer reviews, as well as to facilitate self-reviews, and be guided by agreed parameters for good political, economic and corporate governance. The context to which NEPAD evaluation process is made need some assessment to determine whether the standards and codes mentioned in the NEPAD evaluation process is projector organisation-driven.
An analysis of the NEPAD evaluation process and its provisions tend to focus on issues of codes and standards, and the African Peer-Review Mechanism. In view of its recommended processes and operational procedures, APRM seems to be an outstanding idea. It has the potential to be considered a credible instrument, if undertaken by independent monitoring and evaluation experts, with specifi c terms of reference, drawn from a transparent process, and if it involves a good number of development stakeholders. Its credibility will also be enhanced if appointments of the operatives are driven by non-governmental organisations.
The terms 'monitoring' and 'evaluation' are often not distinctly understood. Monitoring is seen as the routine, regular assessment of ongoing activities and programmes. In contrast, evaluation is seen as the periodic assessment of overall achievements and challenges facing the day-to-day activities. As monitoring looks at what is being done, evaluation examines what impact has been achieved. Within the context of NEPAD, monitoring and evaluation are based more on the identifi cation of coordination and control strategies that would assist in dealing with functional control and coordination issues. Monitoring and evaluation shouldn't be seen as 'political opposition', but as constructive measures against failures in performance; aimed at discouraging inefficiency and encouraging action-based development practice.
Benchmarking the NEPAD Evaluation Process
It is widely acknowledged that the evaluation challenge faced by NEPAD is critical to the implementation of its initiatives. NEPAD is a multi-dimensional and multi-level process; it is not only about development in a narrow sense, and therefore should not be seen exclusively in terms of development aid either.
Throughout the world, Africa's wealth in natural resources is unmatched. However, the continent contributes only1% of global domestic product and participates in a mere 2% of international trade. The challenge lies in unlocking the continent's economic potential and enhancing the capacity of African countries to effectively participate and compete in the global economy. Furthermore, in order to realise the vision of poverty alleviation and people's ownership, NEPAD needs to: Following the above strategies, however, there is a need to develop independent monitoring and evaluation mechanisms -supported by several institutions -to ensure that the NEPAD implementation process is neither used as a political tool for canvassing elections, nor as support of the tyranny of big corporates gaining all the benefi t at the expense of the poor.
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As NEPAD itself did not provide any benchmarks to measure its performance, it may be diffi cult to assess commitments against actual performance of the G8, OECD countries and other partners. It is also diffi cult to assess the NEPAD value system of a genuine new partnership based on mere mutual accountability and trust, although in general African leaders have demonstrated high level of commitment to Africa's development and therefore can be held accountable for failure or success of the initiative. It would be useful to develop a set of NEPAD indices aimed at monitoring actual (as opposed to rhetorical) improvements in the African quality of life. These indices could be used in line with the targets and goals of the Millennium declaration.
The following benchmarks may serve as a starting point for assessing progress or failures in the NEPAD initiative: The benchmarking tools identifi ed above could give impetus for developing a comprehensive monitoring and evaluation techniques aimed at achieving the NEPAD objectives.
There is a need to further assess the utilisation of some monitoring and evaluation techniques to actively jump-start the NEPAD monitoring and evaluation process. Currently the emphasis is on the external encumbrances to effective performance; evaluation processes such as APRM focuses more on the countries' and governments' performance, without fi rst determining how the internal processes of the NEPAD initiatives would be monitored or evaluated.
Using the Cost-Benefi t Analysis (CBA) Technique for NEPAD Evaluation
In contrast, the standard method employed by economists in evaluating NEPAD programmes Feature title | Author and projects is the Cost-Benefi ts Analysis (CBA) method; the central criterion of which is simply that the benefi ts of a programme must outweigh its costs. Compared to the general approach of management and administration scientists, the economists' analysis has focused much more on the environment external to the organisation, taking as the key determinant of public performance the concept of consumer surplus. 20 Consumer surplus is basically a representation of the degree to which program clients/consumer value goods and services and can be defi ned as the excess of the amount a consumer is willing to pay for a given product or service over the amount actually paid. 21 Graphically, consumer surplus is an area under the demand curve that is specifi ed by (or a function of) the demand curve, price, quantity demanded, and marginal and average costs.
Demand Curve and Consumer Surplus
The demand curve for consumer goods and services is a function of many variables and includes; (i) income distribution, (ii) consumer tastes, and (iii) the prices of substitute and complementary goods. When graphed, the demand curve shows the maximum amount consumers are willing to pay for the goods or service in question. Therefore, it can be seen that any point below (to the right of) the demand curve would represent a loss to consumers, and any point below (to the left of) the demand curve represents a price that is below what consumer is willing to pay at that given quantity and is thus a gain to consumers. In the limiting case of a free public service to consumers, the entire area under the demand curve (the shaded area of Figure 1 ) is equal to or less than the maximum amount consumers are willing to pay for the services, and thus the entire shaded area represents consumer's surplus. 22 
Measuring the Consumer Surplus Society of NEPAD
In evaluating the NEPAD service, there is a need to shift the focus of the analysis from that of the consumer surplus of projects' and programmes' clients/benefi ciaries, to measuring the consumer surplus society of African 
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Feature title | Author countries as a whole. Similarly, it is important to understand how the intended benefi ciaries of a project or programmes are being served, but since many of the costs for providing these services are borne by taxpayers and donor agencies and development partners, the costbenefi t analysis must be considered from the broader societal perspective. Thus the notion of 'no free lunch' comes to mind. The demand curve for society then can be represented as the cumulative demand of all of society for that specifi c government program as determined by the median-voter. With this demand curve specifi ed, Figure 2 shows that: p) is the price level at which government will provide the NEPAD service total expenditure of society is simply price
• times quantity that is graphically equivalent to the vector op times the vector oq, and thus also equivalent geometrically to the area oprq the area
• qodr represents total gain to consumers at quantity (q) subtracting programme expenditure
• oprq from total gain to consumers' qodr leaves the area pdr, which is defi ned as consumer surplus 24, 25 consumer surplus, once determined, must
• be included as a benefi t in the cost-benefi t analysis.
Measuring the Net Social Benefi t (NSB) of NEPAD
The consideration of cost-benefi t analysis may include the concept of net social benefi t (NSB). As opposed to the cost-benefi t evaluations that take consumer surplus to be most pertinent measure of social benefi t, NSB includes the benefi ts and costs of both producers and consumers. 26 In measuring the NSB, the entire area under the demand curve up to point (q) comprises consumer and producer benefi t, and the entire area up to the same equilibrium point (q) under the supply curve represents consumer and producer cost. Thus, subtracting the area under the supply curve from the area under the demand curve specifi es the area considered NSB, which is therefore equal to consumer surplus producer surplus.
Net Social Benefi t to Consumers and Producers
For those who argue that government constitutes the collective will of society and that costs incurred by government are in actual fact costs to taxpayers and citizens; to equate government costs of providing public services with producer costs would amount to double-counting that which has already been estimated as consumer costs. Thus, this rationale would lead to the conclusion the gains and a loss of two sets of stakeholders only; either private producers and private consumers, or government (as producer) and private consumers, or government (as producer) and private producers (as the consumer).
27

Figure 3
Source: Prato, 1998, pp 127, 269 o d p q s
Moeti goes further to assert that a more complete and perhaps more legitimate cost-benefi t comparison would be to consider separately the gains and losses of consumers, producers, and government in contrasting the evaluation methods of cost-benefi t analysis with the basics-needs approach. In his analysis, a government subsidy simultaneously causes a loss for government and gain for both producers and consumers, or a loss for government and either producers or consumers gain. 
Government Cost-Benefi t and Price
One may see how the interest of each of these three stakeholders -the government, producers and consumers -can be considered together graphically, from Figures 4 and 5 below.
This graphic representation shows the costbenefi t results of changes along the price axis.
The total cost to government of the subsidy is given the area eg fand the proportion of this subsidy that is a benefi t to producers is given by the area gef while the benefi t to consumers is depicted by pge Alternatively, the basicsneeds approach considers the same problem but from the vantage point of the axis as shown in Figure 5 . Both approaches lead to the same result in this simplifi ed eample. 29 The value of a graphic representation of cost-benefi t analysis is that it requires pragmatic application using a real world numerical example. This would entail a three-stage process of; (i) identifying and listing all benefi ts and costs, (ii) converting them to their present values, and (iii) comparing these by ratio or net benefi t. The fi rst two stages of the process will be addressed here, as they are more important and complex compared to the fi nal stage (which simply requires a comparison of costs and benefi ts either by subtracting the 
Benefi ts and Costs of the NEPAD Organisational Performance
Answering the question as to which costs and benefi ts must be included in CBA of NEPAD requires a consideration of society's gains and losses in general, as well as requiring a definition of the relevant primary stakeholders to be included in the CBA. For example, it can be considered whether or not a project to widen a road can be evaluated in the same way as a programme that provides welfare benefi ts to the elderly. African government agencies, the programmes they oversee, and the services they provide can best be understood and evaluated in terms of the following three basics function of government; allocative, distributive, and regulatory. 30 Allocative expenditure programmes are those that simply allocate funds for the provision of public services at the national and sub-national, regional and continental level, such as national defence, police services and fi re protection. This category also includes physical investment programmes, which are those programmes which services involve the provision of some capital construction such as infrastructure (roads, bridges, and dams). By their very nature, physical investment projects will undoubtedly effect change upon the environment and may thus require a unique set of evaluation tools (within the cost-benefi t model) manifestly different from those required of other types of programmes. An excellent example of this is the environmental impact assessment required of most physical investment projects. Comparatively, evaluation of other allocative programme categories such as 
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Distributive expenditure programmes attempt to change the income distribution in society. These programmes are usually carried out through government's taxing function, welfare and human investment programmes. A progressive system that imposes a proportionately greater tax burden on the richer members of society than a poor can be thought of as being a distributive programme because it attempts to provide for a more equitable distribution of society's wealth. In general, the object of welfare programmes is the provision of basic needs to those members of society who are unable to 'adequately' sustain themselves. A common approach to evaluating the effi ciency of welfare programmes uses the measure defi ned as the welfare ratio; which is a family's total realised income (including welfare benefi ts received) relative to its level of need (based on family size, age and location). 32 When this ratio is found to be less than 1, the family is determined to be in poverty for that year. When this ratio is between 1 and 1.25, the family is considered near poverty, and when the ratio is above 1.25, the family is considered non-poor. Simply stated, the object of this approach is to balance redistributive gains to programme recipients against losses incurred by programme contributors. The question to be answered is, 'by how much does society gain in transferring income from contributing to recipient families?' .
True to their name, regulatory programmes regulate the activities of government placed on private sector enterprises concerning what to do and what not to do. 33 Programmes of this nature can be assessed by weighing the compliance costs of private producers of goods and services, similarly, consumers are also assessed by way of higher costs and prices for the regulated goods with the benefi ts accruing to the society at large.
Monitoring and Evaluation: Results for NEPAD
Effective evaluation would assist NEPAD in taking control of its projects and programmes in many ways. Apart from the monitoring and evaluation of internal functional linkages among its staff, NEPAD is expected to link with all relevant stakeholders and other development institutions, including the African Union, regional economic communities, United Nations Agencies, the African Development Bank (AfDB), World Bank, Development Bank of Southern Africa (DBSA), the G8 countries and their respective agencies.
By establishing M&E processes, NEPAD will: be in the position to facilitate its projects'
• and programmes' life cycles at all levels be able to work with development and non-
• governmental organisations across the continent towards providing neutral policy guidelines on Africa's development issues ensure that operatives adapt relevant inter-
• national development codes and standards to the NEPAD implementation process ensure that the NEPAD initiative is not used
• as a 'political tool'; rather, it should be a platform for socio-economic transformation of all the African countries and people begin to provide objective and independent
• views on common African development issues without being infl uenced by any external organisations and governments be in a position to advice African govern-
• ments and development institutions on possible development alternatives available in African countries and regions.
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Notes and References
Conclusion
NEPAD holds high hopes for poverty alleviation and regional integration in Africa, but issues of inadequate delivery strategies could render its projects and programmes ineffective in the end. In recent years, the focus on monitoring and evaluation of development projects and programmes has dominated public debate around the world, with a view to holding politicians and public sector practitioners responsible and accountable in their professed efforts to render better social services.
It is important to recognise that monitoring and evaluation is imperative for systematically appraising progress during and after the implementation of NEPAD projects and programmes, to confi rm whether or not the projects are on track. It has also become imperative that national monitoring and evaluation experts and their regional counterparts take up their responsibility to assist NEPAD in developing monitoring and evaluation culture in its implementation process. This will ensure a reasonable level of professionalism and result-oriented implementation, without unnecessary external interference.
It is recommended that the emphasis shift from the present traditional approach -where monitoring and evaluation issues are left in the hands of the donor agencies -to adopting a simplifi ed Cost-Benefi t Analysis (CBA) approach and its imbedded Net Social Benefi ts (NSB), that would have an organisational focus on the dayto-day running of the NEPAD Secretariat, its projects and programmes. Similarly, the techniques for benchmarking the NEPAD evaluation process proposed in the paper may serve as introductory interventions towards infl uencing monitoring and evaluation decisions and assist in making informed judgments on the impact of the development projects and programmes of NEPAD. 
